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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1/22/07 have been fully read and considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding lines 1-10 on page 8 of applicant remarks, applicant asserts that Hibi 
does not disclose "an object evaluation system that evaluates a video object using a 
predetermined criterion" as recited in claim 1. The examiner respectfully and strongly 
disagrees. As stated in Hibi's abstract, Hibi discloses that an effective-area selecting 
portion selects a valid or invalid mask depending upon a position of a processable 
object. In column 32, line 66 to column 33, line 9, Hibi discloses the effective area 
selection portion 231 for effectively evaluating the video object based on the position on 
the control grid used for evaluating a portion of the inputted video image, wherein 
column 35, lines 10-27, Hibi discloses the use of variable-size processable areas, 
where the control grid points are set for each unit area of 16x16 pixels or 8x8 pixels, for 
evaluating the video object or processable object dependent upon the position within 
the processable area using a predetermined criterion, ie.motion vectors. Clearly, Hibi 
teaches "an object evaluation system that evaluates a video object using a 
predetermined criterion". Also, peruse the rejection below for elaboration. 

Regarding the first paragraph on page 9 of the applicant's remarks, applicant's 
representative keeps arguing how Hibi does not disclose the aforementioned limitation 
and how the examiner needs to point out the citation. The examiner has already 
elaborated this limitation in the above paragraph and in the rejection. The examiner 
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respectfully disagrees with the applicant representative's review and misconstrued 
analysis of the art at hand (US 5,886,742). Peruse the above paragraph and in the 
rejection below. The applicant's representative can provide opinions that differ with the 
Office, however, the rejection of the claims is strictly evaluated on the facts, merits and 
evidence. 

Regarding lines 17-18 on page 9 of applicant's remarks, applicant states that Hibi 
does not disclose "a mask generation system that generates one of a plurality of mask 
types for the video object based on the evaluation of the video object" as recited in 
claim 1 . The examiner respectfully disagrees. In figure 23, Hibi discloses the use of 
plural mask types, as evidenced by the generation of mask 1,2,3, etc., where these 
"effective-area selecting masks" implement plural mask types for effective area 
selection of the video object during the evaluation of video objects dependent on the 
position of each processable area by applying the selective mask, wherein the 
processable area is variable for implementation during the evaluation of the video 
object, as seen in column 35, lines 10-37. Thus, Hibi discloses "a mask generation 
system that generates one of a plurality of mask types for the video object based on the 
evaluation of the video object". 

To avoid boredom of repetition of the aforementioned limitations, independent 
claims 1 1 and 20 are rejected for similar reasons as independent claim 1 since the 
limitations are similar. Claims 3, 5, 10, 13, 15, 22 and 24 are rejected for similar 
reasons since they depend from independent claims 1,11 and 20. 
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The 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) rejection of dependent claims 2, 4, 7-9, 12, 14, 17-19, 21, 
23 and 26-28 is maintained under Hibi in view of Chen for reasons as stated in the 
rejection below. 

The 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) rejection of dependent claims 6, 16 and 25 is maintained 
under Hibi in view of Sekiguchi for reasons as stated in the rejection below. 

Considerable time and effort has been dedicated to the analysis of applicant 
representative's remarks in regards to the present invention. Clearly, there is plenty of 
factual support for the broad claims of the present application. All of the broad claim 
limitations are met. 

In conclusion, the rejection of the claims is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 5, 10, 11, 13, 15, 20, 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Hibi (5,886,742). 

Regarding claim 1, Hibi discloses a video object encoding system, comprising: 
an object evaluation system that evaluates a video object using a predetermined 
criterion (see abstract, Hibi discloses that an effective-area selecting portion selects a 
valid or invalid mask depending upon a position of a processable object; further, in 
col. 32, ln.66 to col. 33, In. 9, Hibi discloses the effective area selection portion 231 for 
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effectively evaluating the video object based on the position on the control grid used for 
evaluating a portion of the inputted image; and in col.35, In. 10-27, Hibi discloses the 
use of variable-size processable areas, where the control grid points are set for each 
unit area of 16x16 pixels or 8x8 pixels, for evaluating the video object or processable 
object dependent upon the position within the processable area using a predetermined 
criterion, ie. motion vectors); and 

a mask generation system that generates one of a plurality of mask types for the 
video object based on the evaluation of the video object (fig.23 and col.35, In. 10-37; 
Hibi discloses using plural mask types, as evidenced by the generation of mask 1,2,3, 
etc., and that these "effective-area selecting masks" apply plural mask types for 
effective area selection of the video object during the evaluation of video objects 
dependent on the position of each processable area by using the selective mask, 
wherein the processable area is variable for implementation during the evaluation of 
the video object). 

Regarding claims 3, 13 and 22, Hibi disclsoes wherein the predetermined 
criterion examines a shape of the video object (col.42, ln.57-67). 

Regarding claims 5, 15 and 24, Hibi discloses wherein the predetermined 
criterion examines motion information regarding the video object (col.35, In. 10-27). 

Regarding claim 10, Hibi discloses MPEG-4 (col.3, ln.56-58). 

Regarding claim 11, Hibi discloses a program product stored on a recordable 
medium, which when executed, encodes video objects, the program product 
comprising: 
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program code configured to evaluate a video object using a predetermined 
criterion (see abstract, Hibi discloses that an effective-area selecting portion selects a 
valid or invalid mask depending upon a position of a processable object; further, in 
col. 32, In. 66 to col.33, In. 9, Hibi discloses the effective area selection portion 231 for 
effectively evaluating the video object based on the position on the control grid, ie. 
predetermined criterion, used for evaluating a portion of the inputted image; and in 
col. 35, In. 10-21 , Hibi discloses the use of variable-size processable areas, where the 
control grid points are set for each unit area of 16x16 pixels or 8x8 pixels, for 
evaluating the video object or processable object dependent upon the position within 
the processable area); and 

program code configured to generate one of a plurality of mask types for the 
video object based on the evaluation of the video object (fig. 23 and col.35, In. 10-37; 
Hibi discloses using plural mask types, as evidenced by the generation of mask 1, 2, 3, 
etc., and that these "effective-area selecting masks" apply plural mask types for 
effective area selection of the video object during the evaluation of video objects 
dependent on the position of each processable area by using the selective mask, 
wherein the processable area is variable for implementation during the evaluation of the 
video object). 

Regarding claim 20, Hibi discloses a method for encoding video objects in an 
object based video communication system, comprising the steps of: 

evaluating a video object using a predetermined criterion (see abstract, Hibi 
discloses that an effective-area selecting portion selects a valid or invalid mask 
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depending upon a position of a processable object; further, in col.32, In. 66 to col.33, 
In. 9, Hibi discloses the effective area selection portion 231 for effectively evaluating the 
video object based on the position on the control grid, ie. predetermined criterion, used 
for evaluating a portion of the inputted image; and in col. 35, In. 10-21, Hibi discloses the 
use of variable-size processable areas, where the control grid points are set for each 
unit area of 16x16 pixels or 8x8 pixels, for evaluating the video object or processable 
object dependent upon the position within the processable area); and 

generating one of a plurality of mask types for the video object based on the 
evaluation of the video object (fig.23 and col. 35, In. 10-37; Hibi discloses using plural 
mask types, as evidenced by the generation of mask 1,2,3, etc., and that these 
"effective-area selecting masks" apply plural mask types for effective area selection of 
the video object during the evaluation pf video objects dependent on the position of 
each processable area by using the selective mask, wherein the processable area is 
variable for implementation during the evaluation of the video object). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 2, 4, 7-9, 12, 14, 17-19, 21, 23 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Hibi (5,886,742) in view of Chen (6,208,693). 

Regarding claims 2, 12 and 21, Hibi discloses wherein the plurality of mask types 
includes a pixel-based mask (col.35, In. 10-35). Hibi does not specifically disclose a 
bounding box mask, and a macroblock-based mask. However, Chen teaches the use 
of a bounding box mask (col. 7, In. 11-12), and a macroblock-based mask (col. 7, ln.23- 
30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and Chen 
as a whole for accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain high 
image quality (col.2, In. 66 to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claims 4, 14 and 23, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the 
predetermined criterion examines a texture of the video object. However, Chen 
discloses the predetermined criterion examines a texture of the video object (col .4, 
ln.28-32). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and 
Chen as a whole for accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain 
high image quality (col.2, ln.66 to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claims 7 and 17, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the 
predetermined criterion includes whether an area of the video object shape is 
substantially similar to an area of a generated bounding box. However, Chen discloses 
wherein the predetermined criterion includes whether an area of the video object shape 
is substantially similar to an area of a generated bounding box (col.7, In. 11-21 and 
fig.3). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and 
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Chen as a whole for accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain 
high image quality (col.2, In. 66 to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the 
predetermined criterion includes whether an area of a macroblock-based shape 
generated for the video object is substantially similar to the area of the generated 
bounding box. However, Chen discloses the video object encoding system of claim 7, 
wherein the predetermined criterion includes whether an area of a macroblock-based 
shape generated for the video object is substantially similar to the area of the 
generated bounding box (col. 7, In. 11-21 and fig. 3). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and Chen as a whole for accurately, 
efficiently encode image data while improving maintain high image quality (col.2, In. 66 
to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claims 9 and 19, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the 
predetermined criterion includes whether the area of a macroblock-based shape is 
larger than the area of the video object shape. However, Chen teaches wherein the 
predetermined criterion includes whether the area of a macroblock-based shape is 
larger than the area of the video object shape (col.7, ln.1 1-21 and fig.3). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and Chen as a whole for 
accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain high image quality 
(col.2, ln.66 to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claim 26, Hbi does not specifically disclose wherein the evaluating 
step includes: generating a bounding box; and determining if an area of the object 
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shape is substantially similar to an area of the generated bounding box. However, 
Chen discloses the method of claim 22, wherein the evaluating step includes: 
generating a bounding box (col. 7, In. 1 1-12); and determining if an area of the object 
shape is substantially similar to an area of the generated bounding box (col. 7, In. 11-21 
and fig. 3). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and 
Chen as a whole for accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain 
high image quality (col. 2, ln.66 to col. 3, ln.2). 

Regarding claim 27, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the evaluating 
step includes: generating a macroblock-based shape; and determining whether an 
area of the macroblock-based shape is substantially similar to the area of the 
generated bounding box. However, Chen discloses wherein the evaluating step 
includes generating a macroblock-based shape (col. 7, In. 11-21 and fig. 3); and 
determining whether an area of the macroblock-based shape is substantially similar to 
the area of the generated bounding box (col.7, In. 11-21 and fig. 3). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and Chen as a whole for 
accurately, efficiently encode image data while improving maintain high image quality 
(col.2, ln.66 to col.3, ln.2). 

Regarding claim 28, Hibi does not specifically disclose wherein the evaluating 
step includes determining whether the area of a macroblock-based shape is larger than 
the area of the object shape. However, Chen discloses wherein the evaluating step 
includes determining whether the area of a macroblock-based shape is larger than the 
area of the object shape (col.7, In. 1 1-21 and fig.3). Therefore, it would have been 
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obvious to combine the teachings of Hibi and Chen as a whole for accurately, 
efficiently encode image data while improving maintain high image quality (col.2, In. 66 
to col.3, ln.2). 

Claims 6, 16 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hibi (5,886,742) in view of Sekiguchi (6,61 1 ,628). 

Regarding claims 6, 16 and 25, Hibi does not specifically disclose a system, a 
program product and method wherein the predetermined criterion includes whether the 
video object shape is substantially circular. However, Sekiguchi teaches a system 
where the substantial roundness or circularity of a video object shape can be 
determined (col. 14, ln.54-59). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to incorporate Sekiguchi's teaching into the system of Hibi for 
efficiently encoding of image features in an accurate, high quality manner (Sekiguchi 
col.2, ln.19-22). 

Conclusion 

2. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allen Wong whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7341 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays to Thursdays from 8am-6pm 
Flextime. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James J. Groody can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-27^-1000. 
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